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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to an RCE entered January 26, 2007. 

2. The Office Actions of October 28, 2006, March 2, 2006, March 29, 2004 and 
November 25, 2003 are fully incorporated into this Non-Final Office Action by reference. 

Status of Claims 

3. Claims 1-14 have been canceled. Claims 15, 16, 28, 29, 34 and 35 have been 
amended. Claims 15-36 are pending on this application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The information disclosure statement has not been filed for this application. To 
comply with 37 CFR 1.98(a)(1), the following is required: (1) a list of all patents, 
publications, applications, or other information submitted for consideration by the Office; 
(2) U.S. patents and U.S. patent application publications listed in a section separately 
from citations of other documents; (3) the application number of the application in which 
the information disclosure statement is being submitted on each page of the list; (4) a 
column that provides a blank space next to each document to be considered, for the 
examiner's initials; and (5) a heading that clearly indicates that the list is an information 
disclosure statement. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 35 is objected to because of the following informalities: lines 6-7 recite: 
"...queries being determining a type of defect,..." The claim should read: "...queries 
determining a type of defect,..." Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 15, 28 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. The claims recite: "receiving a reply to the 
query, the reply including one of the potential responses or a request to view all of the 
resolution points in the decision tree". The metes and bound of this limitation cannot be 
established from the claim language used. It is not clear if this limitation means that the 
reply can include either one of the potential responses or a request to view all of the 
resolution points or if it means that the steps of receiving a reply and a request to view 
all of the resolution points are optional. For purposes of examination, the Examiner will 
consider the claim limitation to mean that the reply can include either one of the 
potential responses or a request to view all of the resolution points. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -(e) the invention was described in (1) an application 
for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the . 
treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed 
in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was published 
under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 15-25 and 28-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Skaaning et al (US Patent #6,535,865, referred to as Skaarting). 
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Claim 15, 28 and 34 

Skaaning anticipates a system for diagnosing a fault (Skaaning: abstract, L1-2, 
C5, L32-33; a troubleshooter is a system for diagnosing faults or problems in a system) 
the system comprising: 

a knowledge base including a plurality of fault diagnoses and fault symptom 
queries, wherein each said fault symptom query includes potential responses and 
images that correspond to the potential responses (Skaaning: C6, L1-9; C8, L1-25; C8, 
L66-67, C9 L1-16; C35, L9-12; C43, claims 1 and 2; Figs. 1,2 and 4; the information 
stored on each node is a knowledge base with information on their respective functions 
(indicator node, cause node or troubleshooting node). The pictures presented to the 
user must be related to the suggestions or responses given by the troubleshooter so 
that the user can make his selection); 

a decision tree module including a decision tree having a plurality of decision 
points each corresponding to one of the fault symptom queries and a plurality of 
resolution points each corresponding to one of the fault diagnoses, wherein each said 
potential response in the decision tree indicates one of the decision points or one of the 
resolution points and one of said decision points is identified as a starting decision point 
(Skaaning: C5, L5-24; C8, L1-16; C25, L23-67, C26 L1-2; Figs. 1,5,8,9,10A-10E and 
11; a Bayesian network is a decision tree module, decision points are nodes in the 
Bayesian network, queries are the questions made on each troubleshooting step and 
resolution points are the suggested actions to solve the problem which are stored in 
nodes in the network); 
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a user interface module in communication with said decision tree module, said 
knowledge base and a user access device (Skaaning: C8, L1-22; Figs. 1 and 2; a video 
display is a user interfase module and the customer PC is a user access device), said 
user interface module including instructions to implement a method comprising: 

designating the starting decision point as the next decision point (Skaaning: 
C25, L1-67, C26, L1-2; C33: 19-67, C34 L1-2; Figs. 6-9, 10A-10E and 11; designating 
the starting decision point as the next decision point is performed by the interactions 
between the arcs of the net when the tree is being searched to find a solution to the 
. problem); 

transmitting the fault symptom query corresponding to the next decision point to 
the user access device (Skaaning: C8, L1-16, C8, L26-31; Fig. 3, Fig. 12; providing 
suggestions to the user is transmitting fault symptoms queries corresponding to each 
decision point); 

receiving a reply to the query, the reply including one of the potential responses 
or a request to view all of the resolution points in the decision tree (Skaaning: C35, L5- 
36; Fig. 12; a reply is the suggestion made by the troubleshooter. Since this limitation is 
written in the alternative, only one of the alternatives needs to be considered when 
applying prior art); 

in response to the reply including one of the potential responses: 
continuing said transmitting the fault symptom query and receiving a reply until 
said one of the potential responses indicates one of the resolution points, wherein if said 
one of the potential responses indicates one of the decision points then said one of the 
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decision points is designated as the next decision point (Skaaning: C35, L5-36; Fig. 12; 
the process iterates until a solution is found. Asking questions designate another 
decision point); and 

transmitting the fault diagnosis corresponding to said one of the resolution points 
to the user access device (Skaaning: C8, L1-16; Fig. 1; the user's PC is the user 
access device); and 

in response to the reply including a request to view all of the resolution points: 
transmitting diagnostic images associated with each of the resolution points in 
the decision tree to the user access device, thereby allowing a user to diagnose a fault 
without having to respond to queries for traversing the decision tree (These limitations 
are not considered since only one of the alternatives needs to be considered when 
applying prior art). 
Claim 16 and 29 

Skaaning anticipates the fault diagnoses include one or more diagnostic images 
(Skaaning: C6, L1-9; C35, L9-12; illustrations of the problems are diagnostic images). 
Claim 17 and 30 

Skaaning anticipates the fault diagnoses include a description of the fault 
(Skaaning: C27, L34-67; C28, L1-49; Figs. 7-8; the suggestions provide a description of 
the fault). 
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Claims 18 and 31 

Skaaning anticipates the fault diagnoses include a likely cause of the fault 
(Skaaning: C5, L5-16; C8, L1-16; C27, L34-67, C28, L1-49; the suggestions present a 
likely cause of the fault). 
Claims 19 and 32 

Skaaning anticipates the fault diagnoses include recommended remedial actions 
(Skaaning: C5, L5-16; C8, L1-16; C8, 26-31). 
Claim 20 

Skaaning anticipates a user accessing the user access device is a customer 
(Skaaning: C8, L32-34). 
Claim 21 

Skaaning anticipates a user accessing the user access device is a customer 
support representative (Skaaning: C6, L22-40; if control is given to the experienced 
support agent, he is accessing the user access device). 
Claim 22 

Skaaning anticipates the fault relates to a technical product (Skaaning: Abstract, 
L1-2; C5, L32-33; a printer is a technical product). 
Claim 23 

Skaaning anticipates the fault relates to a technical service (Skaaning: C8, L32- 
56; a malfunction in a printer system is a fault in a technical service). 
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Claim 24 

Skaaning anticipates the user access device is a personal computer (Skaaning: 
C8, L1-16, Fig. 1). 
Claim 25 

Skaaning anticipates the communication between the user interface module and 
the user access device is via the Internet (Skaaning: C8, L1-16, Fig. 1). 
Claim 33 

Skaaning anticipates the fault relates to a technical product or technical service 

(Skaaning: Abstract, L1-2; C5, L32-33; C8, L32-56). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 26-27 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Skaaning et al in view of Buenzli, Jr. et al (US Patent #6,535,865, 
referred to as Skaaning; US Patent #5, 157,668, referred to as Buenzli). 

Claim 26 

Skaaning does not teach the fault is a defective circuit board. 
Buenzli teaches the fault is a defective circuit board (Buenzli: abstract, L1-4, 
L15-17; C23, L35-37; an electronic circuit or unit is considered to be a circuit board). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Skaaning by detecting a fault in a 
defective circuit board as taught by Buenzli for the purpose of determining if a 
component in the circuit board can be replaced to solve the problem or if the entire 
board should be replaced. 
Claim 27 

Skaaning does not teach the fault symptom query is directed to a determination 
of what type of defect the defective circuit board contains. 

Buenzli teaches the fault symptom query is directed to a determination of what 
type of defect the defective circuit board contains (Buenzli: abstract, L15-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Skaaning by making the fault symptom 
query directed to a determination of what type of defect the defective circuit board 
contains as taught by Buenzli for the purpose of determining what component in the 
circuit board is producing the fault so that it can be replaced. 
Claim 35 

Skaaning teaches a knowledge base including a plurality of fault diagnoses and 
fault symptom queries wherein said fault diagnoses include diagnostic images, a 
description of the fault, and a likely cause of the fault (Skaaning: C6, L1-9; C8, L1-25; 
C8, L66-67, C9 L1-16; C35, L9-12; C43, claims 1 and 2; Figs. 1,2 and 4; the information 
stored on each node is a knowledge base with information on their respective functions 
(indicator node, cause node or troubleshooting node). The pictures presented to the 
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user must be related to the suggestions or responses given by the troubleshooter so 
that the user can make his selection. The suggestion provides a description and a likely 
cause of the fault). 

A decision tree module including a decision tree having a plurality of decision 
points each corresponding to one of the fault symptom queries and a plurality of 
resolution points each corresponding to one of the fault diagnoses, wherein each said 
potential response in the decision tree indicates one of the decision points or one of the 
resolution points and one of said decision points is identified as a starting decision point 
(Skaaning: C5, L5-24; C8, L1-16; C25, L23-67, C26 L1-2; Figs. 1,5,8,9,10A-10E and 
1 1 ; a Bayesian network is a decision tree module, decision points are nodes in the 
Bayesian network, queries are the questions made on each troubleshooting step and 
resolution points are the suggested actions to solve the problem which are stored in 
nodes in the network); 

a user interface module for providing customer support, said user interface 
module being in communication with said decision tree module, said knowledge base 
and a user access device (Skaaning: C8, L1-22; Figs. 1 and 2; a video display is a user 
interfase module and the customer PC is a user access device), said user interface 
module including instructions to implement a method Comprising: 

designating the starting decision point as the next decision point (Skaaning: 
C25, L1-67, C26, L1-2; C33: 19-67, C34 L1-2; Figs. 6-9, 10A-10E and 11; designating 
the starting decision point as the next decision point is performed by the interactions 
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between the arcs of the net when the tree is being searched to find a solution to the 
problem); 

transmitting the fault symptom query corresponding to the next decision point to 
the user access device (Skaaning: C8, L1-16, C8, L26-31; Fig. 3, Fig. 12; providing 
suggestions to the user is transmitting fault symptoms queries corresponding to each 
decision point) 

receiving a reply to the query, the reply including one of the potential responses 
or a request to view all of the resolution points in the decision tree(Skaaning: C35, L5- 
36; Fig. 12; a reply is the suggestion made by the troubleshooter. Since this limitation is 
written in the alternative, only one of the alternatives needs to be considered when 
applying prior art); 

in response to the reply including one of the potential responses: 
continuing said transmitting the fault symptom query and receiving a reply until 
said one of the potential responses indicates one of the resolution points, wherein if said 
one of the potential responses indicates one of the decision points then said one of the, 
decision points is designated as the next decision point (Skaaning: C35, L5-36; Fig. 12; 
the process iterates until a solution is found. Asking questions designate another 
decision point); and 

in response to the reply including a request to view all of the resolution points: 
transmitting diagnostic images associated with each of the resolution points in 
the decision tree to the user access device, thereby allowing a user to diagnose a fault 
without having to respond to queries for traversing the decision tree (These limitations 
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are not considered since only one of the alternatives needs to be considered when 
applying prior art). 

Skaaning does not teaches each said fault symptom query includes potential 
responses and images that correspond to the potential responses, one of said fault 
symptom queries being determining a type of defect, said images corresponding to said 
potential responses including a rim defect image and a resist plug defect image; and 
transmitting the fault diagnosis corresponding to said one of the resolution points to the 
user access device, said fault diagnosis including said type of defect. 

Buenzali teaches each said fault symptom query includes potential responses 
and images that correspond to the potential responses, one of said fault symptom 
queries being determining a type of defect, said images corresponding to said potential 
responses including a rim defect image and a resist plug defect image (Buenzli: 
abstract, L15-24; C8, L48-61; C9, L55-67; C22, L44-68, C23, 1-27; C23, L61-66; Figs. 8 
and 11a-11d; by troubleshooting a circuit, queries are being made to locate the fault. A 
schematic of the block being tested will show the components in that block) and 
transmitting the fault diagnosis corresponding to said one of the resolution points to the 
user access device, said fault diagnosis including said type of defect (Buenzli: C22, 
L44-68, C23, 1-27; the defect is transmitted to the system response window). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Skaaning by making each fault symptom 
query includes potential responses and images that correspond to the potential 
responses, one of said fault symptom queries being determining a type of defect, said 
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images corresponding to said potential responses including a rim defect image and a 
resist plug defect image and transmitting the fault diagnosis corresponding to said one 
of the resolution points to the user access device, said fault diagnosis including said 
type of defect as taught by Buenzli for the purpose providing the user with a graphical 
representation of the system and the location of the fault so that isolation or correction 
of the fault can be made easier to the user. 
Claim 36 

Skaaning teaches transmitting a recommended remedial action based on the 
fault diagnosis to the user access device (Skaaning: C5, L5-16; C8 ( L1-16; C8, 26-31; 
C35, L5-36, Fig. 12). 

Response to Applicant's arguments 

10. The Applicant's arguments regarding the rejections under 35 (JSC 102(e) and 35 
USC 103 have been fully considered but are not persuasive. 
In reference to Applicant's arguments: 

Skaaning does not disclose at least the element "transmitting diagnostic images 
associated with each of the resolution points in the decision tree to the user access 
device, thereby allowing a user to diagnose a fault without having to respond to queries 
for traversing the decision tree", as recited in amended Claim 15. Accordingly, Skaaning 
does not anticipate Claim 15 because it fails to disclose each and every element of 
Claim 15. Claims 16-25 depend from Claim 15, and thus are believed to be allowable at 
least due to their dependency on Claim 15. 

Claim 28 as amended includes the element "transmitting diagnostic images 
associated with each of the resolution points in the decision tree to the user access 
device, thereby allowing a user to diagnose a fault without having to respond to queries 
for traversing the decision tree", and thus is patentable over Skaaning for at least the 
reasons given above for Claim 15. Claims 29-33 depend from Claim 28, and thus are 
believed to be allowable at least due to their dependency on Claim 28. 

Claim 34 as amended includes the element "transmitting diagnostic images 
associated with each of the resolution points in the decision tree to the user access 
device, thereby allowing a user to diagnose a fault without having to respond to queries 
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for traversing the decision tree", and thus is patentable over Skaaning for at least the 
reasons given above for Claim 15. 

Examiner's response: 

As stated in the rejection of claims 15, 28 and 35, these limitations have not been 
considered by the Examiner for applying prior art since the claim makes it optional to 
receive a reply including one of the potential responses or including a request to view all 
of the resolution points (as interpreted by the Examiner). Therefore, the prior art applied 
only needs to teach one of these two options. The prior art applied teaches the case 
where the reply includes one of the resolution points. The limitations cited by the 
Applicant apply for the case when the reply includes a request to view all of the 
resolution points. For purposes of the rejection, the prior art does not have to teach 
these limitations since the other alternative has been considered. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Kekic et al. US Patent #6,788,31 5 
Limon et al. US Patent #6,453,435 
Faigon et al. US Patent #6,006,016 

12. Claims 15-36 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 

13. Any inquires concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Omar F. Fernandez Rivas, who may be reached 
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Monday through Friday, between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. EST. or via telephone at 
(571) 272-2589 or email omar.fernandezrivas@uspto.gov. 

If you need to send an Official facsimile transmission, please send it to (571) 273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful the Examiner's Supervisor, 
David Vincent, may be reached at (571) 272-3080. 

Hand-delivered responses should be delivered to the Receptionist @ (Customer 
Service Window Randolph Building 401 Dulany Street Alexandria, VA 2231 3), located 
on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building. 



Omar F. Fernandez Rivas 
Patent Examiner 
Artificial Intelligence Art Unit 2129 
United States Department of Commerce 
Patent & Trademark Office 




Tuesday, April 10, 2007 




